Appendix D:

Written Comments Submitted by Small Entity Representatives in 2015

Small Business Advocacy Review Panel on EPA’s Planned Proposed Rules

Standards of Performance for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills and Review of Emissions
Guidelines for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills

For the April 14, 2015 Panel outreach meeting, the following SERs submitted four sets of written
comments, which are provided in this appendix:

Todd Green, American Environmental Landfill
Curt Publow, Decatur Hills, Inc.
Matt Stutz, Weaver Consultants Group on behalf of Ponca City, Oklahoma
Anne Germain, Environmental Industry Associations on behalf of Caroline County,
Maryland
o Cosigned: Michael E. Michels, Cornerstone Environmental Group on behalf of
Riverview, Michigan
0 Cosigned: Alek M. Orloff, Alpine Waste & Recycling
o0 Cosigned: Kimberly Smelker, Granger Waste Services












2561 KENTUCKY AVENUE « P.O. BOX 421668 + (317) 247-6808 ¢ INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46221
April 28, 2015

Caryn Muellerleile (via e-mail)

Office of Policy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

RE: Comments on the Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Emissions Guidelines

Dear Ms. Muellerleile:

As a Small Entity Representative (SER), Decatur Hills, Inc. (DHI) is pleased to have the opportunity
to participate in the development of rules and regulations that affect our industry, specifically the
proposed Municipal Solid Waste (MSW} Landfills Emission Guidelines (EG). We worked in
collaboration with other SERs to develop the comments that are being submitted by the National
Waste & Recycling Association (NWRA) and Alpine Waste & Recycling.

DHI fully supports these comments which explain many of the ways that the proposed EG would
affect landfill owners and operators, with a particular emphasis on small entities, including small
commetrcial and municipal stakeholders. :

We believe that the proposal outlined in the previously referenced comments will benefit our
facility with greater clarity, which is essential to the long-term planning for our facility, as well as
the flexibility to react to site-specific conditions to effectively manage our gas collection and control
system in a way that is effective, practical, and affordable.

If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Curt Publow, at 317-270-5543 or
via e-mail cpublow@bestway-disposat.com,

Very truly yours,

7 &

Decatur Hills, Inc.




Weaver
Consultants
Group

April 28, 2015

Caryn Muellerleile (via e-mail)

Office of Policy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

RE:  Comments on the Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Emissions Guidelines
Dear Ms. Muellerleile:

The purpose of this letter is to submit comments on the briefing materials for the
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Landfills Emission Guidelines (EG) , which was presented
at the April 14, 2015 SBAR outreach meeting with the Small Entity Representatives
(SERs). As a SER, | am pleased to offer the following comments and appreciate the
EPA’s willingness to carefully consider how proposed changes to the MSW EG will
affect small entities.

General Comments

The current EG rule has served the industry for many years, and many small entities have
established business models that account for the possible costs associated with expanding
over the current design capacity threshold. Given the limited cash flow and resources of
a small entity, even small changes in timing, duration, or applicability associated with
landfill gas control have significant effects on the viability of small entities. For
example, above and beyond the capital costs for installing a landfill gas collection and
control system (GCCS), are the costs associated with installing the need electrical
infrastructure to power blowers, the additional electrical costs, and the staff needed to
operate, maintain, monitor, and comply. Considering these costs, small entities must
carefully consider possible landfill expansions and/or increase in waste acceptance fees.
As such, it is requested that applicability and current thresholds not be changed at this
time

In order to help promote consistency across state lines, we recommended that with any
proposed changes to the EG that the EPA also prepare the Federal Implementation Plan
(FIP) for the EG at the same time. This will allow states without too much variation, to
use the FIP as a model for their SIP.

The following address each of the items as they were presented at the April 14, 2015
meeting.
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Specific Comments

Size and emission thresholds — For the reasons discussed above, the size and emission
thresholds should remain unchanged. Certainly, lowering the size and emission threshold
will have some additional benefit of reducing NMOCs and methane; however, the cost
and burden is too great. In the EPA’s Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) (docket ID
Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0215-0045) and the preamble discussion and the Air
Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills — Background Information for Final
Standards and Guidelines, EPA-453/R-94-021 (BID) for the 1996 NSPS support the
design capacity of 2.5 million megagrams (Mg) and 2.5 million cubic meters (m®). The
current threshold continues to ensure that the rule will achieve the maximum level of
potential emissions reductions cost-effectively. The current design capacity threshold of
2.5 million Mg and 2.5 million cubic meters, remains appropriate because there has been
no change in the circumstances underlying EPA’s original standard.

If EPA lowered the design capacity, the additional sites brought into the program would
be smaller, older, and predominantly closed landfills with far less capacity for LFG
generation and far less potential for achieving emissions reductions, particularly if they
are unable to support an active gas collection system. Closed landfills have no revenue
stream to support new regulatory requirements beyond those anticipated in the closure
plan. Furthermore, regulating those sites would disproportionately affect small facilities.

It was discussed in the meeting that the EPA also is considering reducing the NMOC
emissions threshold from the current 50 Mg/yr to 40 or 34 Mg/yr.

Similar to changes in the design capacity, there is concern that lowering the emissions
threshold will only have a slight reduction in NMOCs with a substantial impact on costs
and regulatory burden. EPA found that reducing the NMOC threshold would increase
cost of control by more than 26 percent while reducing NMOC emissions by only 13
percent (79 Fed. Reg. 41809).

It is important to note that the cost increase is much higher than what was presented in
the EPA’s cost/benefit. The EPA’s analysis did not assess the consequence of lowering
the NMOC threshold for older and closed landfills with declining gas production. If EPA
proposed to reduce the NMOC threshold in the EG, older and closed landfills would bear
significant economic burden. Reducing the emissions threshold from 50 to 40 Mg/yr
NMOC will further delay the point at which a closed landfill can petition to remove
controls, exacerbating a situation that is already occurring at the higher threshold. As
landfill gas declines over time, some wells will not produce sufficient levels of LFG to
maintain the wellhead oxygen/nitrogen operational levels when subjected to continuous
vacuum. If EPA finalizes a lower NMOC threshold, this problem will become more
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pronounced. Many closed landfills struggle to maintain sufficient gas flow to operate
their control systems under the 50 Mg/yr threshold. At the lower 40 Mg/yr threshold,
landfill owner/operators will need to use increasing amounts of fossil fuel to maintain
flare operation as well as the extra energy costs to run blowers. This increases GHG
emissions, which is highly counterproductive.

Lowering the size and emission threshold would have the most direct and significant
impact to small entities, and given that EPA has not demonstrated that the current
threshold is no longer appropriate; the current threshold should be maintained.

Alternative Emissions Threshold Determination (Tier 4) — We support the development
of a Tier 4 method. We see real value in the current SEM requirements and would
recommend that SEM become more incorporated as a valuable method in determining the
timing of the removal as well as the installation of a GCCS. Incorporating SEM into the
process of determining when a GCCS must be installed, removed, and/or
decommissioned will provide for a more site specific and data driven approach to making
the decision about when landfill gas emissions need to be controlled. Given that landfills
are faced with different climates, waste acceptance, and cover soil materials, the use of a
SEM method as a key tool would mean that determining the need for a GCCS will be
based on actual site specific information.

Small entities requested that EPA consider adding a more flexible option that would
allow landfill owners/operators to perform SEM to show that surface emissions at a site
remain low even where the modeled emission rate shows a threshold exceedance.

By simply relying on a single Tier 1 or Tier 2 test, many sites have and could in the
future be required install a GCCS when the site conditions do not warrant control. With
Tier 2 testing, a site specific NMOC concentration is determined. This concentration is
then used in a mathematical methane generation model which is then used to estimate
projected NMOC generation. However, experience has shown that the difference
between a mathematical model of potential generation and actual emissions can be
substantial. By incorporating the use of SEM procedures in determining the need for
installing or decommissioning or removing a GCCS, wasteful spending, consumption of
resources, and power could greatly be minimized while the environment will remain fully
protected.

We recommend that implementation of “Tier 4” not be a sequential procedure, but rather
that it be a method that could be employed instead of a Tier 1 or Tier 2 test or at any
point following a Tier 1 or Tier 2 test in which the NMOCs have been calculated to be
greater than the NMOC threshold and prior to the required installation of the GCCS. In
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addition, we propose that this method also be used in determining when to remove the
NSPS requirements for all or portions of an existing GCCS. This approach to using “Tier
4” would enable SEM to gather site-specific information at a landfill or area of a landfill
to determine if the actual data supports the need for a GCCS.

EPA’s briefing package for the SBAR indicates that corrective action might not be
allowed if a landfill uses the Tier 4 option. This would be counterproductive and
undermine the usefulness of the tiered approach. It is also inconsistent with the California
Landfill Methane Rule, which allows a landfill owner/operator to take steps to remediate
a methane exceedance such as adjustments to the gas collection system or cover repairs.
If those actions correct the exceedance as documented with re-monitoring, then a new or
expanded GCCS would be unnecessary. Should a site owner/operator be unable to
remediate an exceedance, the site will be required to prepare a GCCS design plan within
one year of the initial Tier 4 SEM exceedance, and within 30 months of the initial
exceedance a GCCS would be installed within the monitored area.

The addition of a Tier 4 method has all the benefits of protecting the environment,
providing for site specific conditions that vary across the country, and reduce
unnecessary use of resources and costs.

Enhanced surface monitoring — We recommend that the surface emissions monitoring
(SEM) requirements not be changed. EPA asked for the SER’s comments on three
provisions in the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Final Regulation -- Methane
Emissions from MSW Landfills (CA LMR) including: 1) reducing the interval for the
walking pattern from 30 meters (98 ft.) to 25 ft.; 2) adding an integrated methane
concentration measurement; and 3) allowing sampling only when the average wind speed
is five miles per hour or lower, or the instantaneous wind speed is below 10 miles per
hour.

In response, we support the study by SCS Engineers commissioned by Waste
Management and Republic Services which compared the level of effort, costs, and
monitoring results associated with implementing the CA LMR at public and private
landfills to the SEM requirements in subpart WWW.

The study found that reducing the walking pattern interval for instantaneous monitoring
from 30 meters (98 ft) to 25 ft did not deliver commensurate benefits. There is an
extraordinary amount of costs to detect exceedances at merely a fraction of additional
acres monitored. Similarly, there is a significant amount of cost and burden associated
with integrated monitoring, with insignificant results. These increased monitoring costs
would place a significant burden on both large and small entities, but particularly for
small local governments that own and operate landfills.
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Given that the SEM takes place with a probe near the surface, the effect of wind speed is
minimal. Adding wind speed parameters will make it very costly if not impossible to be
able to perform SEM at some sites. The intent of SEM is to determine if and when
additional collection devices are needed. If there is sufficient surface emissions
occurring to warrant the installation of a collection device, the wind speed at ground level
will not be an issue and it will be detected. It is understood that surface emissions from
isolated small cracks or crevices in the landfill surface may not get detected at higher
wind speeds; however, as previously mentioned, the intent is to find the areas with
sufficient amount of LFG escaping that it would warrant collection devices. The current
SEM program and requirements have been proven with years of experience as proof, that
surface emissions are being detected and corrected

Please note that by adding a wind speed requirement, there will be additional recording
keeping, monitoring, and reporting burdens. It is highly likely that during a SEM event,
the monitoring would need to be postponed or rescheduled with changes in wind speed.
In most cases the SEM is contracted to a third party, the added cost of having to postpone
or reschedule SEM due wind speed will create an additional cost burden.

Adding a wind speed requirement would fall in to the category of adding costs and
burden without adding benefits and as a SER it is recommend that a wind speed
parameter not be included in the proposed EG.

Wellhead operating standards — As has been stated in previous comment letters, it is
recommended that EPA remove the temperature and oxygen/nitrogen wellhead operating
parameters from the NSPS and EG rules. Members of the landfill sector have provided
these comments to EPA and state agencies over the past several years with the proposed
amendments to the NSPS. It has been identified that there are many problems with the
wellhead parameters that make their implementation counterproductive to optimizing gas
collection, system performance and methane emissions reduction.

First, the oxygen/nitrogen and temperature wellhead parameters are poor indicators of the
presence of landfill fires or of inhibited decomposition. Oxygen is rarely seen in a gas
well, particularly when the system is recovering sufficient gas and producing stable gas
flows. When greater than five percent oxygen is detected in a well, the most common
problem is a collapsed or pinched well, or a loose fitting or coupling that allows
atmospheric air to enter the well. Alternatively, where the landfill owner/operator is
implementing early gas collection using shallow horizontal collectors or the leachate
collection system, air can easily be pulled into the collectors, causing a temporary
increase in oxygen until more waste is placed over the collectors ceasing air intrusion.
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None of these examples would cause or contribute to a landfill fire, but they are the most
typical circumstances for high oxygen readings in a wellhead.

The temperature of flowing LFG varies widely under normal landfill conditions. Landfill
gas is generated by a biological reaction and the greater the intensity of this reaction, the
greater the heat produced by the biological activity. Therefore, some newly installed gas
wells exhibit elevated temperatures naturally. In order to reduce temperature to meet
compliance, the gas flow to the well must be turned off or significantly reduced. This
undermines the optimal operation of the system and reduces the overall quantity of
landfill gas collected. Although the regulations offer landfill owners the opportunity to
establish a higher operating value (HOV) for the well, these alternatives are often ignored
or denied by the agencies. Some regulatory agencies claim they are unable to authorize
an HOV and simply tell the landfill operator to expand the system, completely ignoring
the fact that expansion of the well field will not alleviate the elevated temperature.

Second, the wellhead parameters present barriers to implementing early collection of
landfill gas. Many landfill owners/operators understand the environmental benefits of
reducing odors and methane emissions by using interim gas collection practices prior to
the point at which the landfill is producing enough LFG to warrant a full GCCS. Two
such practices include connecting to the leachate collection system and installing
horizontal collectors. However, many NSPS/EG sites do not take advantage of these
practices solely because of compliance issues with the wellhead operating requirements.

Based on nearly two decades of experience with operating gas collection systems, the
landfill sector urges EPA to remove the temperature and oxygen/nitrogen wellhead
parameters, and instead rely on negative pressure and SEM to ensure proper operation of
the gas collection system. Some states are concerned about landfill safety should the
parameters be removed, while other states are supportive of their removal. Although
states can always maintain the parameters within their state plans for EG implementation,
it is recommended that EPA provide guidance through model rule language. In addition,
EPA can provide guidance to the states regarding the problems posed by inflexible
adherence to the parameters as good measures of system performance. If states desire to
maintain the parameters, EPA might suggest streamlined approaches to approval of
HOVs and alternative timelines for corrective action to reduce administrative burdens on
the state environmental agencies and the regulated community.

Landfill gas treatment — As a small entity interested in the possible conversion of landfill
gas to energy, we need to have all barriers removed that are not directly associated with
protection of the environment. As such, we recommend not changing the current
definition of treatment by adding numerical requirements and monitoring. The proposed
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change would be a burden, with no corresponding environmental benefit, that would
adversely affect the ability to install and operate a landfill gas to energy facility.

The treatment systems are not a source of emissions. Unlike on-site flaring or
combustion of landfill gas, the treatment of landfill gas does not itself control emissions
of NMOCs or HAPs and does not produce emissions that are vented to the atmosphere.
Instead, treatment is a physical process that filters particulate matter from the gas stream
and knocks out moisture in preparation for combustion. Any post combustion of treated
landfill gas will be permitted and approved as part of the facility’s air permitting. For
example, there are already NSPS and NESHAP requirements for engines, boilers, and
turbines in addition to local and state permitting requirements. Therefore, the protection
of the environment will be maintained and regulated at the point of combustion or release
and should not be placed on the treatment equipment.

EPA needs to consider the loss of valuable renewable energy projects that displace fossil
fuel powered electrical generation, provide a reliable source of base load energy, and
assist in meeting EPA’s and states’ greenhouse gas reduction goals before proposing
requirements that will impact such projects.

Organics management — Encouraging or possibly mandating organics diversion was
discussed in the meeting. This should not be mandated or even encouraged in this
proposed rulemaking. There is no evidence to support that organics diversion from
landfills is more protective of the environment. In fact to the contrary, it has been shown
that organic diversion to composting has an increase effect in greenhouse gas and volatile
organic emissions. Landfills are highly regulated and controlled facilities that are
designed to handle waste materials. The diversion of waste away from controlled
landfills to facilities that are less regulated or controlled has the potential to create a
myriad of environmental concerns.

| appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and to serve as SER. In addition
to the comments presented in this letter, I support the comments presented by the
National Waste and Recycling Association.  Should you have any questions, please
contact me at mstutz@wcgrp.com or at 817-735-9770.

Sincerely,
Weaver Consultants Group, LLC

Y

Matt K. Stutz, P.E.
Principal/LFG & Air Quality Services
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April 28,2015

Caryn Muellerleile (via e-mail)

Office of Policy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

RE: Comments on the Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Emissions Guidelines
Dear Ms. Muellerleile:

As a Small Entity Representatives (SER), we are pleased to offer the following
comments to the briefing materials on Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Landfills
Emission Guidelines (EG). The briefing materials provided a much more focused
approach to the MSW EG than the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) issued last year. As such, these comments focus on addressing the issues
contained in the Small Business Advocacy (SBAR) Outreach Briefing and discussed
at the April 14 meeting with the SERs.

General Comments

Emissions reductions by the solid waste and recycling sector have been significant.
According to EPA’s U.S. GHG Emissions Inventory, landfills reduced methane
emissions by 38.4% between 1990 and 2013, and many of the emissions reductions
are a result of the current New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and EG for
MSW Landfills. MSW land(fills are one of the only sectors that can claim direct GHG
emissions reductions of this magnitude. This demonstrates that the NSPS and EG
works well in effectively controlling landfill emissions. Further, the emissions
reductions achieved to date have been at a reasonable cost!.

Should EPA choose to finalize changes to the applicability thresholds associated
with landfill size or NMOC threshold, an increasing number of smaller, older mostly
closed landfills will be swept into regulation under the EG. The cost burden for
compliance e.g., installing a landfill gas system is significantly greater for a small
facility than for a large one, especially if the facility is closed and generates no
revenue. For example, a significant cost can be incurred simply to mobilize a drill
rig. For a facility that installs many wells, the mobilization costs can be distributed
over the costs of the wells. For smaller facilities with fewer wells, the individual well
cost is greater. Another example is the appropriate level of staffing to address these

1 EPA has available recently published information on the efficacy of the Landfill NSPS standards and
has discretion to determine, pursuant to section 111(b) of the Clean Air Act, that eight year review is
not appropriate for new sources. The Clean Air Act does not mandate eight year review for existing
sources. See CAA Section 111(d).



rules and the operation of a GCCS. Larger operations can distribute personnel
effectively over multiple sites for efficient and cost effective measures. Smaller
operations having one or two sites must either contract services at a premium, or
have internal personnel that are justified on a part-time basis. These examples can
be carried forward on almost every component of the landfill gas collection and
control system: from design, through permitting and construction, to monitoring
and operations. Therefore, when considering the burden on small entities, the costs
will be significant.

In addition, the considerations, which led to the landfill size and non-methane
organic compound (NMOC) applicability thresholds that were in force during the
original rulemaking, are unchanged. Therefore, it does not appear that there is any
need to modify the rule for additional emissions reductions.

Specific Comments

1. Federal plan or model rule language - When the EG was originally promulgated
in 1996, states had nine months (December 12, 1996) to submit their State
Plans. For many states, EPA extended the State Plan deadline twice giving them
until July 31, 1998. For entities without timely State Plans, EPA finalized Federal
Plan GGG on November 8, 1999, nearly 3.5 years after the EG was originally
promulgated. Unlike 1996 when most landfills were subject to the NSPS, this
time most landfills will be subject to the EG. Therefore, it is especially important
to ensure smooth transition from promulgation to adoption of a plan. Given the
state/local agency resource constraints to prepare state plans, many may opt to
simply wait 3.5 years for the Federal Plan. Alternatively, if model rule language is
developed when the rule is promulgated, states may use it as a template for State
Plans. This will significantly reduce burden on state/local agencies and
ultimately the EPA as well as provide consistency across the country. It will also
reduce burden on the regulated community that operate in more than one
jurisdiction. Therefore, we strongly recommend that EPA develop a Federal Plan
or model rule language for states to use in developing their state plans.

By developing a model Federal Plan or a template for an approvable State Plan at
this point in the rulemaking process, EPA would reduce considerable additional
burden on the states. EPA would also reduce confusion over regulatory
interpretation and inconsistent application of requirements across the states.
The existing inconsistency of implementation of the NSPS across states and even
EPA Regions creates significant workload and administrative burden for
regulators and the regulated community alike. The burden is even greater for
small entities that lack staff or consultant resources to manage these
implementation problems.

We note that when EPA promulgated the EG Rule in 1996, it provided regulatory
language that outlined how a state could develop an approvable plan by linking
emission guidelines requirements to the applicability thresholds, collection and
control requirements, design plan requirements, NMOC thresholds, test methods



and procedures, reporting and recordkeeping requirements and compliance
timelines found in the NSPS. Many states chose to simply adopt the NSPS
requirements by reference into their State Plans for the EG. EPA appears to
desire a similar linkage between the revised NSPS and revised EG, so a model
Federal Plan or State Plan template could be developed in the same manner.

. Methane as the regulated pollutant - In the ANPRM, EPA sought input “on the
extent to which methane should be addressed under the revised emissions
guidelines” as well as “potential implementation issues associated with any
adjustments that could be made to the current rule framework or any alternative
frameworks that may achieve a larger fraction of methane emission reductions
from existing landfills than the current performance based standard of a well-
designed and well-operated GCCS.” (79 Fed. Reg. 41781).

Direct regulation of methane is unlikely to affect the structure of or benefits of
the Landfill EG. Landfill gas is composed of roughly 50% methane, 50% carbon
dioxide and 1% NMOC (79 Fed. Reg. 41777). The current Best System for
Emissions Reduction (BSER) is based on the well-designed and well-operated
landfill gas collection system, and a control system for collected LFG that
achieves 98% reduction of NMOC (79 Fed. Reg. 41803). This system of BSER is
effective for all components of LFG, notwithstanding that EPA identified NMOC
as surrogate for LFG in the initial Subpart WWW/EG rulemaking in 1996 (79
Fed. Reg. 48100). In essence, by collecting one compound, you collect them all.
Collection systems are not designed or constructed specific to one compound or
another. Therefore, adding methane as a pollutant under the Landfill NSPS/EG
will not further reduce methane emissions, because they have already been
addressed as a component of LFG, and are inseparable from the NMOCs in the
LFG. There would be simply no environmental benefit to regulating methane
directly. EPA has not demonstrated nor even suggested that there is a more
effective way to address methane emissions than already established via the
EG’s regulation of landfill gas emissions as a whole. It does not appear that there
is any more effective or feasible manner in which to reduce methane emissions
from landfills than through a well-designed and well-operated landfill gas
collection system and control of collected gas to a 98% reduction standard for
NMOC, which EPA has reaffirmed is BSER. EPA previously noted, the design and
operational standards are appropriate because there is no technically feasible
technology available to measure the landfill gas available for collection in
comparison to the amount actually collected (56 Fed. Reg. 24484). The same
types of collection and control systems reviewed in 1996 continue to be
prominently used to reduce landfill gas emissions today and the design and
operational standards continue to be robust. Without such a showing, regulation
of methane makes no sense. Additionally, regulated entities have made
significant investments to design, develop, and install control systems to meet
the current 98% NMOC destruction criteria. Re-configuring these existing
systems, if possible, in order to target a different pollutant would impose
unnecessary financial burdens without any significant reduction in emissions.




Direct regulation of methane would create administrative burden and legal
uncertainty for landfills. First, methane emissions are not typically identified as a
separate pollutant in landfills’ Title V permits; regulation of methane under the
EG, as separate from the current regulation of NMOC emissions, could create
uncertainty and delay within state permitting programs. Further, given that
certain state programs may seek to be more stringent than the NSPS standard,
especially with respect to NSPS-based monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting
requirements based on state authority, there is an unknown but significant
potential for additional burden, misapplication of regulatory requirements and
technical difficulty that may arise in this context.

Second, the direct regulation of methane would certainly result in further
confusion with respect to EPA’s regulation of greenhouse gases under the
Prevention of Signification (PSD) program.

Given the foregoing, revisions to the existing rule should maintain the well-
designed and well-operated landfill gas collection and control of the collected
gas to a 98% reduction of NMOC to demonstrate compliance. The best format for
the standard remains a combination of design and operational standards, as
currently contained in Subparts Cc and WWW.

. Regulatory Proposal Options (Size & NMOC emissions threshold) - The briefing
materials indicate that EPA is considering reducing the NMOC emissions
threshold from the current 50 Mg/yr to 40 Mg/yr or possibly 34 Mg/yr. The
SERs find this surprising. In the proposed NSPS EPA chose to reduce the NMOC
threshold to 40 Mg/yr, and while the Agency sought comment on reducing the
threshold in the ANPRM for the emissions guidelines, EPA did not offer a
particular threshold level for comment.

It is important to recognize that decisions regarding the existing design capacity
and NMOC threshold for potential landfill emissions are derived using
conservative modeling assumptions because it is not technically feasible to
measure the amount of gas available for collection. It was on this basis that EPA
concluded that it was necessary to establish a design and operation standard for
gas collection systems instead of a standard of performance. EPA even
recognizes that the default values to determine when a landfill could exceed the
threshold and be required to install controls are conservatively high (79 Fed.
Reg. 41805). Because of this any emission benefits would be significantly
overstated and would result in significant capital expenditures with marginal
emissions reductions.

By lowering the design capacity, the additional sites brought into the program
would be smaller, older, and predominantly closed landfills with far less capacity
for LFG generation and far less potential for achieving emissions reductions,
particularly if they are unable to support an active gas collection system. EPA
considered this in the Air Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills -
Background Information for Final Standards and Guidelines, EPA-453 /R-94-021
(BID) where it was estimated that the 2.5 million Mg/m?3 threshold would



4.

capture 85 percent of NMOC emissions potential, while exempting 90 percent of
existing small landfills. EPA noted in 1996 the trend towards development of a
smaller number of large, new landfills, and this trend has become more
pronounced in the last two decades. Closed landfills have no revenue stream to
support new regulatory requirements, nor was there the need to consider these
types of future costs during the actual operating life of the facility beyond those
regulatory conditions anticipated in the closure and post-closure plans.
Furthermore, this form of retroactive regulations of those closed or near closed
sites would disproportionately affect small facilities.

Reducing the emissions threshold from 50 to as low as 34 Mg/yr NMOC will
further delay the point at which a closed landfill can petition to remove controls,
exacerbating a situation that is already occurring at the higher threshold. As LFG
generation declines over time, some wells will not produce sufficient levels of
LFG to maintain the wellhead oxygen/nitrogen operational levels when
subjected to continuous vacuum. If EPA finalizes a lower NMOC threshold, this
problem will become more pronounced. Many closed landfills struggle to
maintain sufficient gas flow to operate their control systems under the 50
Mg/year threshold. At the lower 35 or 40 Mg threshold, landfill
owner/operators will need to use increasing amounts of fossil fuel to maintain
flare operation. This increases GHG emissions, which is highly
counterproductive.

There have been no changes in the circumstances underlying EPA’s original
standard. EPA has not demonstrated that the current standards are no longer
appropriate so no revisions are needed. Any reduction will not result in
significant additional emission reductions and thus could impose an
unnecessary burden for little or no benefit which will impact mostly closed
landfills that do not generate revenue. Many of these landfills are owned by
municipalities that would need to pass these costs on to their communities.

Alternative Emissions Threshold Determination (Tier 4) - Small entities
previously requested a more flexible option that would allow landfill
owner/operators to perform surface emissions monitoring (SEM) to
demonstrate that emissions remain low despite modeled emissions showing a
threshold exceedance.

We support a Tier 4 utilizing the SEM results and recommend that it be available
at any point in the life of a landfill, to determine when the GCCS installation
requirements are triggered. A Tier 4 method is appropriate because the existing
methods of determining when a GCCS system is required are overly conservative
or as in the case of the Tier 3 method not even used due to the expense and
operational challenges. The existing Tier 1 modeling which every site must use
often over predicts the generation of landfill gas and underestimates the amount
of methane oxidation that occurs in daily and intermediate cover. A Tier 2
calculation for site specific NMOC concentration emissions is also available;
however the site specific concentration is then used in a conservative
mathematical methane generation model that only provides a prediction of



potential landfill gas generation. We support Tier 4 being allowed out of
sequence or instead of Tiers 1-3.

A key benefit of the SEM option is that it incentivizes sites to implement methane
reduction practices such as upgrading cover or installing interim gas collection
(horizontal pipes, tie-in to leachate collection system) as quickly as possible.
These practices can be implemented far more quickly and cost-effectively than
designing, constructing and installing a GCCS. Further, based on the fill
progression plan, it may be better for GCCS operations if temporary, interim
control measures are allowed followed by a final system when conditions
warrant.

A second important benefit is that the SEM results will reflect the differences in
gas generation as a result of different climates. These differences are lost in the
default Tier 1 calculations and an exacerbated in Tier 2. As stated previously
above, EPA has even recognized that the default values are conservatively high
for when a landfill triggers installation of a GCCS. A Tier 4 approach would allow
the landfill owner/operator to quickly determine whether remedial work with
the cover will correct the emissions exceedance or whether installation of the
gas collection system is warranted. This will prevent installing a GCCS
prematurely at a landfill that would be costly and difficult to operate because the
gas quality and quantity are not sufficient due to the conservative model used for
triggering a GCCS installation. In dry climate where the model defaults
overestimate LFG generation, and NMOC concentrations tend to be higher, GCCS
requirements are triggered at landfills where SEM requirements can easily be
met in the absence of a GCCS. For smaller sites, this could mean the difference
between an interim GCCS followed by a final system versus a one-time
installation that serves both functions poorly.

We suggest implementing Tier 4 SEM as follows: The owner/operator would
follow the Tier 4 SEM utilizing the same SEM methods currently established in
subpart WWW. If during this monitoring event no exceedance of 500 ppm over
background is detected, then the installation of a GCCS will not be required and
quarterly SEM testing will be performed thereafter until the landfill or area of
the landfill is closed. Closed portions of an active landfill may also be reviewed
using the SEM approach; however, if no SEM exceedances are detected, those
closed areas will no longer be required to be tested as a part of any subsequent
Tier 4 SEM events. States would review and verify the use of Tier 4 in the same
manner that they review and verify quarterly surface emissions monitoring and
threshold determinations under the current Subpart WWW.,

EPA’s briefing package for the SBAR indicates that corrective action might not be
allowed if a landfill uses the Tier 4 option. This would be counterproductive and
undermine the usefulness of the tiered approach. It is also inconsistent with the
California Landfill Methane Rule, which allows a landfill owner/operator to take
steps to remediate a methane exceedance such as adjustments to the gas
collection system or cover repairs. If those actions correct the exceedance as



documented with re-monitoring, then a new or expanded GCCS would be
unnecessary. Should a site owner/operator be unable to remediate an
exceedance, the site will be required to prepare a GCCS design plan within one
year of the initial Tier 4 SEM exceedance, and within 30-months of the initial
exceedance a GCCS would be installed within the monitored area.

5. Enhanced surface monitoring - EPA asked for the SER’s comments on three
provisions in the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Final Regulation --
Methane Emissions from MSW Landfills (CA LMR) including: 1) reducing the
interval for the walking pattern from 30 meters (98 ft.) to 25 ft.; 2) adding an
integrated methane concentration measurement; and 3) allowing sampling only
when the average wind speed is five miles per hour or lower, or the
instantaneous wind speed is below 10 miles per hour.

In response, the SERs would point EPA to the study by SCS Engineers
commissioned by Waste Management and Republic comparing the level of effort,
costs and monitoring results associated with implementing the CA LMR at public
and private landfills to the SEM requirements in subpart WWW. A copy of this
study was provided to EPA?

SCS analyzed data from 72 California landfills regulated under the CA LMR,
which took effect in mid-2011. Because CA LMR requirements are more
stringent than the NSPS, after mid-2011, the landfills subject to the NSPS (42) in
the dataset followed LMR requirements and reported the relevant data to the
State of California and EPA, as appropriate. SCS obtained the aggregate NSPS
monitoring results by reviewing quarterly monitoring reports developed from
up to two years (8 quarters) prior to implementation of the CA LMR (31 quarter
2009 through mid-2011). Of the total 72 landfills in the study, 41 were publicly-
owned and 31 privately-owned. Small entities own or operate at least seven of
the studied landfills. The study focused, however, on the 42 NSPS landfills
looking at pre and post CA LMR surface emission monitoring programs.

The study found that reducing the walking pattern interval for instantaneous
monitoring from 30 meters (98 ft) to 25 (ft) and monitoring all penetrations did
not deliver commensurate benefits. In the two years before CA LMR,
exceedances were detected at only 1.6% of all acres monitored and only 2.7% of
all monitored penetrations. Only 1.2% of all exceedances were unable to be
remedied by simple cover repair or collection system adjustments within the
first 20 days, thus triggering the 120-day GCCS expansion requirement. All of
these exceedances occurred at one landfill, which subsequently expanded its
GCCS.

In the 30 months since CA LMR implementation, the increased density of the
required monitoring resulted in detection of more exceedances during the

2 SCS Engineers, A Comparison of Monitoring Results for California Landfills under the New Source
Performance Standards and the California Landfill Methane Rule, October 2014.




surface walking. Exceedances were detected at 4.4% of acres monitored, yet the
vast majority were easily remedied with cover repairs and did not require
installation or expansion of GCCS. Importantly, only two additional landfills were
required to expand their GCCS under the CA LMR.

Under the CA LMR program the number of penetrations monitored increased by
84%, but exceedances were detected at only 1.1% of the additional penetrations
monitored. [t appears that the effort expended to monitor every penetration at a
landfill is far less effective in finding exceedances than the more targeted
approach of monitoring penetrations when there is a visual or olfactory
indication of a problem.

EPA’s cost analysis for implementing the enhanced monitoring regime (see
Table 5, 79 Fed. Reg. 41823) indicates that adopting the CA LMR approach in the
proposed NSPS would increase monitoring costs by more than seven times
(from a total annual cost of $50,000 to $362,900) for using a walking pattern
that is four times as dense. Further, EPA’s recent cost estimates for EG sites
indicate incremental annual cost per landfill of $71,400, which is more than 7
times the current estimated SEM costs for an EG site (see Slide 12 of SBAR
Outreach Briefing). This is an extraordinary amount of money to spend detecting
exceedances at merely an additional 2.8% of acres monitored, while increasing
gas collection at only two landfills, at most, based on the SCS analysis. The
increased monitoring costs would place a significant burden on both large and
small entities, but particularly for small local governments that own and operate
landfills. The burden is further exacerbated for owners/operators of closed
landfills which have no sources of revenue to offset the incremental costs.

Because the current NSPS/EG does not require integrated monitoring, it is not
possible to conduct a before- and after- CA LMR comparison. The available data,
however, indicate that integrated exceedances were detected in 2.1% of the
grids monitored, and one-half of one percent (0.5%) of grids monitored were
required to expand. Furthermore, EPA reviewed and rejected integrated surface
monitoring in developing the 1996 NSPS for landfills, and there appears to be no
reason to alter that conclusion. Given the additional cost burden associated with
integrated monitoring, and the modest results, we oppose adopting this
approach under the proposed NSPS.

Wellhead operating standards - The regulated community, including small
entities, recommended that EPA maintain the monthly monitoring requirement
but remove the temperature and oxygen/nitrogen wellhead operating
parameters from the NSPS and EG rules. The sector recommended that EPA
instead rely on maintaining the wellhead pressure standard and quarterly SEM
to assure the proper operation of the GCCS. Members of the landfill sector have
provided these comments to EPA and state agencies over the last eight years as
EPA has contemplated amendments to the NSPS.



In the 1996 NSPS preamble (61 Fed. Reg. at 9912) EPA described the
requirement for SEM and the maintenance of negative pressure at all wells,
except under specified conditions, as the means to ensure proper collection
system design and operation. The wellhead operating parameters for
temperature and oxygen/nitrogen were described simply as indicators for
determining potential air intrusion; they were not promulgated to ensure proper
collection system operation or to determine compliance. Nonetheless, the
indicators have been applied in the same manner as compliance standards by
several state agencies.

The sector identified many challenges with the wellhead parameters that make
their implementation counterproductive to optimizing gas collection, system
performance and methane emissions reduction.

First, the oxygen/nitrogen and temperature wellhead parameters are poor
indicators of the presence of landfill fires or of inhibited decomposition. Oxygen
is rarely seen in a gas well, particularly when the system is recovering sufficient
gas and producing stable gas flows. When greater than five percent oxygen is
detected in a well the most common problem is a collapsed or pinched well, or a
loose fitting or coupling that allows atmospheric air to enter the well.
Alternatively, where the landfill owner/operator is implementing early gas
collection using shallow horizontal collectors or the leachate collection system,
air can easily be pulled into the collectors, causing a temporary increase in
oxygen until more waste is placed over the collectors ceasing air intrusion,
thereby discouraging earlier activation of the horizontal collection system. None
of these examples would cause or contribute to a landfill fire, but they are the
most typical circumstances for high oxygen readings in a wellhead.

The temperature of flowing LFG varies widely under normal landfill conditions.
Landfill gas is generated by a biological reaction and the greater the intensity of
this reaction, the greater the heat produced by the biological activity. Therefore,
some newly installed gas wells exhibit elevated temperatures naturally. In order
to reduce temperature to meet NSPS compliance, the gas flow to the well must
be turned off or significantly reduced. This undermines the optimal operation of
the system and reduces the overall quantity of landfill gas collected.

Although Subpart WWW offers landfill owners the opportunity to establish a
higher operating value (HOV) for the well, these alternatives are often ignored or
denied by the agencies. Some regulatory agencies claim they are unable to
authorize an HOV and simply tell the landfill operator to expand the system at a
significant and unnecessary cost, completely ignoring the fact that expansion of
the well field will not alleviate the elevated temperature. Recently an agency
denied temperature HOV simply because the methane was not between 40 and
50% (see ADI Number 1400009, http://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/pdf/adi-nsps-
1400009.pdf.). The agency’s interpretation is arbitrary, actually prevents sites
from implementing early collection BMPs (i.e., tie-in to leachate collection
system) and denies operating flexibility for non-producing wells in closed areas.
Further this determination appears to conflict with previous determination that
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allow for higher oxygen at wells with low methane quality (see ADI Number
0800040 and http://cfpub.epa.gov/adi/pdf/adi-nsps-0800040.pdf)

In addition to HOV requests and determinations, landfill owner and operators
also request alternative timelines to complete expansion or corrective actions
other than expansion. As with HOV requests, the amount of paperwork can be
burdensome and time necessary to obtain an agency response or denial of a
request can place a facility in compliance limbo. Most recently, the agency
determinations have changed course and are denying sufficient time to
determine the root cause of the exceedance and identify necessary repairs based
on “EPA Guidance” (see 2/3/14 and 4/3/14 agency correspondence attached). A
facility cannot realistically diagnose the reason for the exceedance in 15 days in
all cases, yet the agency automatically denies requests based solely on this
criterion. In addition, agencies are also denying requests if the landfill cannot
provide “substantial reasons beyond the control of the facility owner or operator
as to why the exceedances are not completed within 15 days.” This written EPA
Guidance is burdensome and counter-productive to proper diagnostics and
operation of the GCCS. Further, this EPA Guidance was never formally published
for stakeholder review and comment or communicated to stakeholders; it just
appeared in recent agency determinations.

Sites and agencies spend an enormous amount of resources preparing,
processing and justifying HOV and alternative timeline requests and responses.
In many cases sites are forced to reduce gas extraction to meet wellhead
operating parameters as agencies threaten NSPS violations. It becomes a “Catch-
22” of either risking compliance with agency directives or expanding the system
in a manner, which will not alleviate the wellhead parameter issue, runs counter
to proper operation of the GCCS, and in many cases increases the exceedances.
As part of our previous comments, we provided examples of agency
correspondence on HOV requests and subsequent approvals and denials. We
have attached additional examples for your review that illustrate paperwork
burden and but also the amount of time it takes to get an agency response.

Second, the wellhead parameters present barriers to implementing early
collection of landfill gas. Many landfill owners/operators understand the
environmental benefits of reducing odors and methane emissions by using
interim gas collection practices prior to the point at which the landfill is
producing enough LFG to warrant a full GCCS. Two such practices include
connecting to the leachate collection system and installing horizontal collectors.
These early activated systems require a maximum flexibility of design,
installation and operation in order to deal with the changing decomposition rate,
fill operations and potential early moisture conditions. However, many NSPS/EG
sites do not take advantage of these practices solely because of compliance
issues with the wellhead operating requirements. Horizontal collectors and
leachate systems are effective at capturing early gas production, but often have
difficulty meeting NSPS wellhead operational parameters.
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Despite the environmental benefits of early gas collection, only a few states have
accommodated early collection systems with flexible alternatives to the
wellhead operating parameters. However, too few agencies are willing to review
and grant such flexibilities for various reasons including lack of resources,
conflicting determinations from EPA and lack of personnel who understand
landfill operations.

Based on nearly three decades of experience with operating gas collection
systems, the landfill sector urges EPA to remove the temperature and
oxygen/nitrogen wellhead parameters, and instead rely on negative pressure
and SEM to ensure proper operation of the gas collection system. Some states
are concerned about landfill safety should the parameters be removed, while
other states are supportive of their removal. California did not include
temperature and oxygen/nitrogen wellhead parameters in its Landfill Methane
Rule. In addition, several local California air management districts (South Coast,
Bay Area AQMD) promulgated landfill rules prior to 40 CFR WWW. These air
basin rules do not include temperature and oxygen/nitrogen wellhead
parameters. Over the last 20 years, no negative impact to safety or the
environment can be associated with lack of temperature and oxygen/nitrogen
wellhead parameters in the air basin rules or the recent California landfill
methane rule.

Although states can always maintain the parameters within their state plans for
EG implementation, we recommend EPA provide clear direction to agencies
through model rule language. In addition, EPA can provide guidance to the states
regarding the problems posed by inflexible adherence to the parameters as good
measures of system performance. If states desire to maintain the parameters,
EPA might suggest streamlined approaches to approval of HOVs and alternative
timelines for corrective action to reduce administrative burdens on the state
environmental agencies and the regulated community.

Note that the oxygen and temperature requirements were not included in the CA
LMR, based on CARB’s review of similar experiences as detailed above.

Landfill gas treatment -The landfill sector has been implementing beneficial,
landfill gas-to-energy (LFGTE) projects long before the Landfill NSPS was
implemented. After more than two decades of successful operation of LFGTE
projects, it was disappointing that EPA was considering prescriptive LFG
treatment requirements not required in manufacturer’s specifications for proper
operation of our engines, turbines, or other end use equipment. The docket for
the proposed NSPS did not provide any analysis or demonstration of the
emissions reductions that would occur from the proposed changes to treatment
requirements, and provided little detail regarding a cost analysis. The only
analysis found in the docket was a 2005 memorandum, nearly a decade old,
evaluating Jenbacher and Waukesha engines, and Solar turbines. Not only have
the engine manufacturer’s updated their operating specifications for the engines
since 2005, but the engines are not widely used within the landfill industry and



are thus not relevant to a review of operational requirements for beneficial
LFGTE projects.

In addition, treatment systems are not an emissions source. Because treatment
systems are not an emission source, additional requirements will not result in
any emission reductions. Given the above, we suggest that these requirements
are unnecessary. After all, treatment systems merely optimize the characteristics
of the gas to match the specifications required by the end-use activity for which
itis intended.

Unlike on-site flaring or combustion of landfill gas, the treatment of landfill gas
does not itself control emissions of NMOCs or HAPs and does not produce
emissions that are vented to the atmosphere. Instead, treatment is a physical
process that filters particulate matter from the gas stream and knocks out
moisture in preparation for combustion. In light of the physical properties of
landfill gas, the treatment system may be equipped with emergency or safety
vents for non-routine emissions. For any such vent, the Landfill NSPS requires
98% control of NMOC or an outlet concentration of less than 20 ppmvd at 3%
oxygen, consistent with control device, emission standards established there
under. See 40 CFR §60752(b)(2)(iii)(C). Under the currently effective
regulations, EPA did not establish any emission limit or operating requirements
that would apply to the treatment process itself, correctly reflecting that landfill
gas treatment does not produce emissions that may be monitored or subjected
to specific operating parameters. The CAA defines standard of performance to
mean a “standard for emission of air pollutants.” 42 U.S.C. § 7411(a)(1).
Moreover, the central thrust of Part 60 is to require owners and operators to
“maintain and operate any affected facility, including associated air pollution
control equipment, in a manner consistent with good air pollution control
practice for minimizing emissions.” 40 CFR § 60.11(d). Given that EPA has already
determined that the routing of collected gas to a treatment system is an effective
alternative to a control device, and since no emissions occur from the treatment
process, no additional requirements for such treatment are warranted.

The landfill sector is very concerned that the costs of implementing the
proposed treatment and monitoring requirements will be so great that many
existing LFGTE projects will be forced to shut down and few new projects will be
feasible. Chiller installation is expected to cost $500,000 with an additional
$150,000 cost for continuous emissions monitors, instrumentation and controls.
Operation and maintenance of the equipment is at least $60,000 per year and
typical electricity costs are another $60,000 per year. These enormous
expenditures will significantly burden small public and private entities and most
importantly, will provide no additional emissions reductions.

EPA needs to consider the loss of valuable renewable energy projects that
displace fossil fuel powered electrical generation, provide a reliable source of
base load energy, and assist in meeting EPA’s and states’ greenhouse gas
reduction goals before proposing requirements that will significantly impact
such projects.



Instead of meeting a numerical standard, EPA can implement a work practice
standard that includes manufacturer or end user specifications outlined in a
project-specific Preventive Maintenance Plan (PMP). By tying treatment
requirements to either end-user or manufacturer specifications that are
documented in a PMP, EPA and the delegated states will have verifiable records
of proper operation. PMPs are used in a variety of environmental programs that
are premised on proper operation of equipment, such as pollution control
devices. The PMP provides a system for documenting management and
maintenance practices that protect equipment; maintain warranties; document
contractual obligations to third-party users of the treated LFG; and afford
regulatory staff an ongoing mechanism for oversight. Typically, states require
that a copy of the PMP and all maintenance records be available on site for
inspection and/or have identified elements that must be periodically reported to
the state agency. A number of states have issued guidance that outlines required
elements of an acceptable PMP.

As EPA noted in the preamble discussion of the alternative approach to
treatment, the owner/operator of a LFG beneficial use project has a significant
interest in ensuring that project devices receive only properly treated LFG that
meets the manufacturer’s specifications for the device. This will ensure efficient
operation of the project, reduce long-term maintenance costs, or provide
assurance to end-users of the LFG that it meets their specifications for quality
and composition. A “one-size-fits-all” approach to setting LFG treatment
standards cannot accommodate the variety of end uses or
combustion/conversion technologies available. A PMP can incorporate the
specificity needed to ensure that LFG is properly treated for its end use, and can
provide an enforceable recordkeeping mechanism to ensure regulators of the
same.

Numeric standards coupled with continuous monitoring and recordkeeping are
highly counterproductive, and would punish first movers who pioneered LFG
beneficial use projects, and might endanger their continued operation due to the
inordinate costs of installing unnecessary treatment equipment. The economic
viability of some projects has already been compromised. If the Agency pursues
numeric standards for treatment system in the NSPS and/or EG, the result will
be destabilization in the renewable energy from LFG sector.

Organics management - As discussed, EPA’s WARM model establishes landfill
with GCCS and energy recovery to produce fewer greenhouse gases than
composting facilities. Indeed, there are other numerous reports demonstrating
higher, uncontrolled emissions including volatile organic compounds (VOC)
from composting facilities. See attached documents for more information.
Therefore, we do not recommend that the rule take either approach proposed in
the briefing.



9. Installation and expansion and removal of the GCCS - The existing GCCS
installation and expansion timeframes should be maintained. In particular,
reducing the five-year timeframe for active areas of the landfill can lead to
personnel safety concerns, as well as frequent damage to the system from heavy
equipment and normal waste filling operations. Furthermore, early installation
of gas collection equipment can cause increased waste settlement, which in turn
affects gas header and piping alignment. This results in system disruptions and
downtimes due to the need for frequent repairs. Finally, permitting a GCCS can
be a lengthy process. A construction permit is required prior to initiating
construction of a GCCS. While EPA assumes that sites can obtain permits within
six months of application, permitting often takes more time. Depending upon the
size and location of the project, the air permitting process for the control devices
could extend several months to two years after the permit application is
submitted. Since the facility cannot commence construction of the GCCS (i.e.,
excavation, delivery of equipment) until the final permit has been issued,
permitting can cause unforeseen delays.

10. We also recommend that EPA also consider the criteria and timing of when a
GCCS can be capped or removed. At that time, additional environmental benefits
could be realized by clarifying that the GCCS does not have to be capped and
removed when the criteria are met. Instead landfill owners should be allowed to
operate the GCCS but no longer be required to comply with the NSPS
requirements. Some landfills may still want to intermittently operate the gas
system but the rule language could be misconstrued to not allow on-going but
intermittent operation.

The difficulties associated with operating a landfill gas collection and control
system on low gas flow also suggest that EPA should reconsider its one-size-fits-
all requirement that such systems must operate for a minimum of 15 years. The
only reason continued operation of those systems is appropriate for closed
landfills at all is to ensure emissions are minimized until the generation of
landfill gas slows enough to warrant a discontinuation of control efforts,
regardless of how long the system has actually been in operation. The 15-year
requirement has also led to confusion and inconsistent interpretations among
some states due to the lack of clarity regarding when the 15-year clock should
start. EPA needs to reconsider the need for an arbitrary 15-year requirement for
continued operation of controls on a closed landfill. As an alternative, EPA could
at least clarify that requirement by providing clear guidance regarding when the
15-year clock should begin to run.

The change in the NMOC threshold discussed above will be even more significant
for landfills once they are closed and seeking to shutdown the controls system
and exit the NSPS program. At a lower 34 - 40 Mg threshold, landfill
owner/operators will need to use increasing amounts of fossil fuel to maintain
flare operation. This increases GHG emissions, which is counterproductive.
Because EPA does not plan to change the criteria for determining when a GCCS
may be capped or removed, and those criteria currently require emissions to



drop below the same threshold that triggers the need for the system, EPA’s
decision to lower that threshold from 50 Mg/yr will have significant implications
for the closure of landfills.

Even under the current threshold of 50 Mg/yr, many closed landfills struggle to
maintain sufficient gas flow to continue operating their control systems. At a
lower threshold, operation of a control system will become even more difficult
and likely much more expensive, as landfills will be forced to make even more
costly modifications to the system just to keep it running on such a low flow of
gas.

The below listed small entities appreciate the opportunity to provide these
comments. Should you have any questions, please contact Anne Germain at
agermain@wasterecycling.org or Alek Orloff at aorloff@alpinewaste.com.

Very truly yours,
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